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- " A Crime Against The Peobl'e’ .

As of this writing two U. S. circuit
court panels, one in New York and
one in Waghington, have enjoined the

. New York Times and the Washington

« Post from further publication of shock-

" ingly revealing sumimaries of a De-

" fense Department study of the origins

of the Vietnam war. As both papers
claim, this is'a plain infringement of

~ the First Amendment guarantecing a
- frec press. ‘
However, cnough has heen publish-

ed from the Pentagon study to make

" the main point—that President Lyn~
“don Johnson and his aides callously
betrayed the American people in 1964
by carefully concealing the fact that
they were committing the United
States to a major ground war in South

' Vielnanx
\/ .~ 'This was ‘done despite the fact that
the Cenfral Intelligence Agency in
1964 told Johnson that the “doiino
“theory” that all of Southeast Asia
mmlg go Commuhist if South Vieinam

fell was false and that bombing North
Vietnam would only stiffen Commun-
ist resistance. Further, Undersceretary
of State George W. Ball warned the :
Johnson administration that the coun- |
try was getting involved in an “open- '
ended” war which would bring heavy
U. S. casualties and whose solution .
could not he foreseen. ‘
But despite these warnings Presi-
dent Johnson plunged ahead, in secret
during much of 1964, and committed .,
the United States to a hated war which
has cost the country more than 45,000
dead and multiple billions of dollars.
President Kennedy made the first com- |
mitmends in South Vielnam, but it was
Lyndon Johnson who gave the final .
fateful orders. He has to take ‘the
blame for one of the worst crimes
against the people in U. S. history.
The revelation of these facls by the
{wo newspapers has been a great pub-
lic scrvice, whether renewed publica- .
tion is permitted or not.
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By Daw’m S. Jhabvala
Glohe Staft

A key Jom“:on Adnnmkt]atxoa

Cadviscr had proposed in
in 1964 tlmt tactical nuclear weapons
would have to be c’eoloycd if Com-~
munist Chinese * forces cntered the
ground war ‘in Vietnam, Admiral
Harvy D. Felt, thea the commander
in chief of the Pacific forces, em-
phatically démanded also that com-
mcmdmb be g,lwn the frecdom to
use such weapons “as had heen as-
sumed under various pl ans,”

T Thiz quoestion, among othnrs was
dizcussed mmong i 1op advisers at
the Henolulu confarence, June 1-2,
1564,

Following the meeting, Dresident
Johnson asked his  advisevs the
“WWould the rest of
Southeasl Asia necessarily fall if
Laos and South Vietnam came under
North Victnamese control?”

On June 9, the Board of National
the Central Inlelli-
gence Agency, provided a response,
stating: )

“With the possible exception of
Cambodia, it is likely thal no nation
in the area would quickly succumb
to Communism as a result of the fall
of Laos aud South Vietnam, Further-
more, a continuation of the spread of
Communizin in the avea \Vumd uot be
inexorable and any spread which did
cceur would take time —— time in
which the tfotal siluation might

“change in any number of ways un-
Afavorable to the Communist cause

\n

These and other defails are part
of the on Vietnam study that was
made for Defense Department.

.The gtate Depavtment =1pplou<.h~
cd the II\mqulu conference “with
a basic assumption,” namely ‘“our
point of departure is and must be
that we connot zecept the overrun-
ning of southeast Asia by Hanol and
1m.mcr”

LIGIIeED

‘would fade

t.i.)“a LO»l?Oﬁ G}on '1

DLW I

~ Beyond this, the discussions
“were intended to help clarify ds-
sucs with respect (o ewerling pres-
sures against. \701111 VlC»U"m The
joint Chiefs of S{aff recommended
that “the US xot.ld seek through
militaey a(:tions to accomplish de-
struction of the North Vielnamese
will and capabililies as necessary
compel the Democratic Government
of Vietnam {o cease providing sup-
port 1o the insurgencies in
Vietnam and Laocs.”

ACTION

- However, the JCS5 wenl on to
note that “some curcent thinking
appears lo ‘dismiss The objeclive in

favor of a lesser objeclive, one vis-~
ualizing _Almmcd military  aclion
which, hopefully, would cause the

Nor Lh Vietnamese {o decide to ter-
minate their subversive support.”

During discussions of the oxtent
of new military action, Ambassador
Henry Cabot Lodge “argued in favor
of altacks on north.,” He is reported
to have stated “his conviction that
most support for the Viet Cong
as soon as some ‘counter-
terrovism  measures’ were begun
against DRV ' N

Discussions then

turned to t‘né

desivability of oblaining a congres-

sional resolution prior to wider US
action. Lodge felt that it would not
be necessary; since the US vesponse
would be on a “tit-for~tal” basis,
But Defense Somclaly "\‘c\h.maxa
Rusk and CIA Director John M (:Cono

all argued in favor of ihe resolution, -

Gen. Maxwell . Taylor, chair-
man of the Joint Chiels, then vaised
“the final possibility” of Chincse
involvement. Were that to. dgccur, the
allies would reguire “scwn giotind
divisions.”

Yy 10.

South:

“Seeretary MeNamara then went
on to say that the possibility of major
ground action also led o a scricus

quasstion of having to use nuclear
weapons at some point,”? the reports
points out, “Admiral ¥elt respondoed
emphatically that {here awas no pog
sible way to hold off the Communists
on the ground without {the use of
tactical nuelear weapons and that it
wag essential that the commanders -
be given freedom to use these as had
bcon assumed ‘under various plans,
added. o
Gcn. Taylor was “morc‘ doubtful
as to the exisience or at least Lo the
degree of the nuclear weapon re-
quirement.”
“Phe point, the 101)01» concluded,
“was nof really followed up”

v
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Speclal {e T‘he New York Times

* WASHINGTON, June 21—
Following 'is the fext of a
letter on Jan. 15, 1969, from
Leslie M. Gelb, head of the
task force that wrote the
Pentagon study on the Viet-
nam war, to the then Secre-
tary of Defense Clark M.
Cltfford on the group’s )‘mal
report

On June 17, 1967, Secre-
tary Robert S, McNamara
“directed that a task force be
formed to study the history
of United States involvement
“in Vietnam from World War
“II to the present. Mr. McNa-
mara's guidance was simply
to do sludics that were “en-
“cyclopedic
With six full-time profession-

I als assigned to the task force,

we were to complete our
work in three months. A year
and a half later, and with the
involvement of six times six
professionals, we are {inally
done to the tune of 37 studies
and 15 collections of docu-
ments in 43 volumes.

In the beginning, Mr. Me-
Namara gave the task forcé
full access to OSD files, and
the task force received ac-
cess to CIA materials, and
some use of State Depart-

Our guidance
“prohibited personal interviews

. - with any of the principal par-
 ticipants.

The result was not so
much a documentary history,
i;as a history based solely on
_documents—checked and re-

“checked with ant-like  dili-

- gence. Picces of paper, for-

. .midable and suggestive’ by
“themselves, could have mecant

:much or nothing. Perhaps
this document was never sent
.anywhere, and perhaps that
*one though commented upon,
‘was irrelevant. Without the
S memorics of people to tell us,
we were certain to make
:mistakes. Yet, using those

£ memorics might have been

misloading as well. This ap-
;proach to research was
“bound to lead to distortions
and distortions we are sure
abound in these studies.

Y. %Yo Fill In the Gaps'

" To bring the documents to

life, to fill in gaps, and just

1o see what the “outside
world” was thinking, we
turned to newspapers, period-
icals and books. We never
-used these sources 1o sup-
plant the classified "docu-

thes¢ documents, sometimes

Lct c-‘r }’“4 mm Head oz Pcma on’Péﬁ@Z

and objeclive.” -

(AR

Assoclated bress

Yeslie 1. Gelb, dircctor

of the Pentagon siudy, in
his office at the Brook«
ings Institution yesterday.

~surrounding  the
-campaign against North Viet-

ment cables and memorandas
© We had no access to White
House files.

-~ ested,

sired 1o say only ‘a part and
sometimes written very open-

ly but also contradictorily,

are not immediately self-re-
vealing or sclf-explanatory,
we tried both to have a num-

-ber of rescarchers look at

them and to quote passages
liberally. Moreover, when we
felt we could be challenged

. with taking something out of

context, we included the
whole paper in the docu-
mentary record section-of the

task force studies (Parts V.

and VI A and B). Again seck-
ing to fend’ off inevitable
mistakes - in interpretation
and context, what secmed to
us key documcnts were re-
viewed and mcluded in sev-

eral overlapping in substance,

but separate, studies.
The people who worked on

the task force were superb—.

uniformly bright and inter-
although not -always
versed in the art of research.
We had a sense of doing
soniething important and of
the need to do it right. Of
course, we all had our preju-
dices and axes to grind and

.these shine through clearly

at all times, but we tried, we
think, to suppress or corm-
pensate Tor them.

These outstanding people

came from evcx'ywherc——the-
military services, state, 0.5.D.

and the “think tanks.” Some
came for a month, for three
months, for six monrhs, and

rors, to finish the studies they

written-by- very clever-men-—began:-Almost all-the studies

CanrhAa brravy o ymitirh and ol

Yad covaral antlhhare annls ale

‘dutifully trying o pxck up

the threads of his predeces-
sor. In all, we had 36 profes-
sionals wokaﬂ on these
studies, ‘with an average of
four months per man.

The quality, style and in<
terest of the studics varies
considcrably. The papers in
Parts 1, 11, i and IVA, con-
cerning the years 1945 to
1961 - tend to . be generally
nonstartling-—although there-
are many iunteresting tidhits.
Because many of the docu-
ments in this period” were
lost or not kept (except for
the Geneva conference era)’

we had to rely more on out-’

side reésources. From 1961 on--
wards (Parts LB and C and

" VLC), the records were boun-
- tiful,

especially on the first
Kennedy year in office, the.
Diem coup and on the sub-
jects of the deployment of
ground forces, the decisions
bombing

nam, US-GVN  relations,:
and attempts at-negotiating
a settlement of the conflict.

Almost all the studies con-
tain both a summary and:
analysis and a clnonolouyj
The chronologies highlight:
each JmDOItdnL event or ac-?
tion in the monograph by
means of date, description:
and documcntmy source.:
The summary and analysis.
sections, which I wrote, at-
tempt to capture the main-
themes and facts of the mon-!
ographs—and to make some’
judgments and speculations;
which may or may not appear!

“in the text itself. The mono-

graphs themselves stick, by
and large, to the documentSf
and do not tend to be analyt-?
ical. :

Wr)tmg history, especially
where it blends into current
events, espemal]y where that
current event is VJetnam, is a-
treacherous  exercise, = We
often could not tell whether
something happened because:
someone decided it, decided
against it or most likely be-
cause it unfolded from the-
situation. History, to me, has .~
been expressed by a passage
from  Herman . Melville’s
“Moby  Dick” where he
writes: “This is a- world of
chance, free will, and neces-

: 51ty——-allmtechavuwly work-

ing togcther as one; chance
by turn rules either and has
the last featuring blow at
events,” Our studies have
tried to reflect this thought;

pear to assign more and less

- to men and free wxll thm was T

+hnr paocn
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ROBERT S. McNAMARA,
“"who as Secretary of Defense
«« authorized the compilation
- of records on the Vietnam
war, is keeping silent ag the
controversy rages. Since be-
‘coming head of the World
~"Bank in 1968 he has made
-»no comment on any of the
"~ ‘shattering events from- the
Cuban missile erisis through
of the war
that marked his seven years
:in the Pentagon. .
- The Joyal aides who
"~ served him in the Pentagon,
believing the record hes
been confused, distorted and
sensalionalized, have put to-
"~ gether for this reporter
their recollections of how it
¢ came about, It goes without
.saying they are prejudiced
~in favor of their former
._chief, )

“The best recollection is
that some time in mid-1966
MeNamara spoke to John T,

¢ McNaughton, then Assistant
" Secrclary of Defense for In-
ternational Affairs ahout
the need to assemble all the
records. He pointed out that
. there’ was no system for sav-
ing and compiling such rec-
- ords in what, it is recalled,
he. spoke of as the vast
paper factory of the Penta-
‘gon.

. Short of such action, Mc-
Namara believed the records
would be diffused and per-

. haps ‘even lost. The Defense

-Department has a historian

“but he has virtnally no staff
~and little chance to get on
top of the mountain of mate-
rial constantly accumulat-
ng. So McNaughton sct in
motioh under Leslie Gelb,
then head of policy planning
‘in McNaughton's  office,
‘what was intended as basic
ssource material for future
‘historians.

' Only once or twice after,
-that did MceNamara cas-

ually mention the study to
McNaughton prior to the
Iatter’s death in a plane
crash in 1967, The Secretary
of Defense had never under-
stood that a narrative would

)

amara’s Role

S'direction a substitu(e p: o

that he believed o be mo:
cffective- and realistic v M8
drawn up. But he vigorous o

opposed any invasio,

YIA against the virtually upanr. -

Distorted

be written by anonymous
authors whom McNamara

now believes wrote their -

emotions and prejudices

into the narrative. Me-

Naughton had told him that

the job would take perhaps

three ‘months and the work

of six individuals. It took 36-
months and 18 men before,

ol Jan. 14, 1969, 15 copies of
the report were compleled.

-mous view of the top Pent - .
gon military, Publication « -
the “Eyes Only” conti:.
gency plan  with N 4
Namara's imprimatur wou '
have created the impressic +: .
that the Secretary of D ..
-fense was advocating iny...
1

McNamara never thougly -
that the record would be!
brought out in sensation-
form. He had thought, ¢ .' ’ !
cording to his former ase ..
clates, that historians wou:; "
put the compilation togethe -
with a mess of

STATINTL

ot

! ; materi: ’ "
Prior to turning his coPY from the State Departmer: . \/ C
over 1o the National Ar- {he CJA and other intel; - - '

chives McNamara lifted the gopee- ang military source-. .

lid of the box containing thy- Lhus' a balance would 1 -

47 volumes and glanced et SUuck to produce as near: -,

one or,{two. He did no more 25 bossible a fair account c .

than that, believing the- America’s Involvement i

here was a record for the fi;. Indochina, s

ture that would make poss -
ble an objective history ct’
American  involvement in'
the Indochina war. :

He has been deeply dis
turbed since The New York
Times disclosures, according
lo aides who have talked .
with him, about the chargd
of deceit. He makes severaf
points that, in the opinion o §
his former associales, refut -
this charge. . .

With each successive dec-
sion went fierce intern:’
controversy., Many of (Le.
memoranda concern thes:
controversies and were to &
taken not in the sense of ax:-
nounced, final plans, but os
advecacy from one quarte -
or another in the farflur :
complex of civilian and mil -
tary authority. Another co -
sideration was the desire {
prevent an emotional fla:
waving response to a wi -
that all concerned continue ;-
to hope could be a limitc .3
war., oL

More important in tl-
MeNamara  view is  th: .

- many of the documents de
with contingency plans, 1:"
"every military - sifuatic
such plans are turned out -
the gross to meet any of :
thousand  diffcrent  sitv .-
tions, ’ 7 C

McNamara rejected am™-

itary contingency plan for
.Cuban  invasion, Under I :

© 1971, Uniled Feature Syndicate -
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- FORMER Sccretary of De-
. fensc Robert MeNamara
mused one evening last win-
Jter on an odd fact about the
- “record” he lefi behind him
t“in the files,” as he said.
{The odd fact was that the
‘two men who knew most
"about that record—one of
‘them as chief among those

' -compliling it, the other as

_personal  confidante—were
dead. The fivst was Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense
John 7T, McNaughton. The
second was Robert Kennedy.
It was Robert Kennedy
who encouraged MceNamara
;o leave behind him an
~objective record of the deci-
_sion-making process which
led his country from a game
of bluff against a lot of liltle
men in black pajamas to a
devastating and terrible
" war. '
. On two occasions,
Namara recalled Me-
- Naughton presented him
“with drafts of the records,
and on two occasions Me-
Namara sent them back for
redrafting. The fault he
found was that both draflts
were {oo kind to Robert
‘McNamara. He wanted to

Me-

~leave_a record behind him-—

not a JllsmflcﬂllOIl. '1‘hxs is
like McNamara and it was
like Kennedy, and by the
carly part of 1967 when the

A\Jﬂ (M iﬁhw/\ mm _ i~

record was begun the two

friends were having' grave
doubts abouf the feasibility
‘as well as the morvality of
what we were doing in Viet-
nam. .
" That is why lhe record i
so valuable—because -it is
bonest, to the point of being
sclf-defamatory. It is as
thotugh a man going bank-
rupt could set apart for a
moment his terrible anx-
jety, and resolve that no
matter
him, he would take the time
to secarch his memory and
put down on paper the an-
swer {o the question, “IIow
did it come about?”

That is also why it is wise |

1o read the record with the
knowledge that it was con-
ceived and compiled by men
who had become convinced
that they had made errors
not only in judgment. but
in morality. No record con-
fined to aclion can ever
show molives. But it can
raisc questions about mo-
tives and this one drgs.

what happened to .

i
]

i @VJ

Did the war plauners ac-
tually conspire to deceive
the Amcrican pepole, or did
they find themselves decciv-
ing the American People in
order to deceive IHanoi?
~Did  President. Johnson
tell unfruths to the Ameri-
can people in order to help
win an election, or had he
convinced himself that the

contingency plans he had -

authorized would always be
plans and never realities?
Was the talk of provoca-
tion which the .record re-
veals actually put into effect
at the Tonkin Gulf, or did

Tonkin Gulf come as a not

unpleasant surprise? The
record suggests deception
but proves only error.

Of error there is no doubt,
It comes in small detail and
in large ~design. How could
anybody of William Bundy’s
intelligence write memo-
randa about bombing so ber-
eft of intellectual quality as
to suggest he had never
heard of the Strategic
Bombing Survey?

How could Gen, Maxwell
Taylor and Ambassador
Henry Cabot Lodge see so

. clearly that there was no

'

ﬁ"

I

governmént to”
South Vietnam

'@;G

’@;?" 1” IE

dcfcnd in
and then’
proceed to suggest means of'
defeending it? '

How could leadcers \xho'
depend upon intelligehice in-.
formation ignore the CIA
estimates that the course
they” were following was
likely to be fruitless and in
any event was unnecessary?

And how could leaders of
the most powerful country
in the world decide that
their failure to frighten an
insignificant  government
into surrender by a show of
force called, not for reap-

. praisal, but for more and

- move force until at last the
alternative to reappraisal
was obliteration and the
danger of obliteration in re-
turn? ]

It is clear now that Me-
Namara—Ilike. Kennedy—

(,/had convinced himself that
the only way to salvage our
honor, our strength, and in-
decd our national sccurily
from this dreadful adven-
ture was to abandon it. By
that 1ime, it was 1oo late,
both for him and for the na-
tion his record now in-
structs. g
© 1971, Los Angeles Timcs
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7 Following is the text of
e memorandum from Leslie
H. Gew, chuirman of o Pen‘-}
tagon task force that pre-
pared the Vietnam study, to
Secretary of Defense Robert
'S." McNamare, It was ap-|
pended to an affidavit sub-,
mitted to Judge Gesell by:
the government, :

“*.0n June 17, 1967, Secre-
~tary Robert 8. McNamara
~directed that a Task Force
be formed to study the his-
tory of Unitéd States in-
_volvement in Vietnam from
“World War IT {o the present.
. Mr, McNamara’s guidance
was simply to do studies that
were  “encyclopedic  and
Cobjective,” With six  {ull-
-time professionals assigned
“to the Task Force, we were
-to complete our work in
three months, A year and a
- half later, and with the in-’
volvement of six times six
professionals, we-ave finally
.done to the tune of thirty-
seven  studies and {ifteen
collections of documents
confained in forty-three vol-
umes. ' :
In the Deginning, WM.
McNamara gave the Task
Force full access to OSD
: files, and the Vask Force re-
- § J ceived access to CIA materi-
als,- and some use of State
Department cables and me-
~moranda. We had no access
to White Youse files, Our
" "guidance prohibited per-
sonal interviews with any of
-the principal participants.
The result was not so
_much a documentary his-
-tory, as - a history based.
.solely on documents—
! ehecked and rechecked with -
v anf-like diligence. Pieces of
-paper, formidable  and
‘suggestive Dby themselves,
. could have meant much or
: nothing. Perhaps this docu-
"ment was never sent any-
iwhere, and perhaps that
rone, . though commented,
“upon, was irrelevant. With-
,out the memories of people
to tell us, we were certain to
‘make mistakes, Yet, using
-those memories might have
‘been misleading as well.
“This &approach to research
was bound fo lead to distor-
tions and distortions we are
surd abound in these stud-
_ies. PO
To bring the documents to:
life, to fill in gaps, and just

e

world” _was’ "We

“openly but also contradicto-

to sec whatﬁﬁgggyéi@fpfﬁelease 2001/03/04 : CIA-
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odicals, and hooks. We never Partg I, 1I, 111 an
I1.sed these sources to sup- .
plant the classified docu-
ments, but only to supple-
ment them, And because
these documents, sometimes
:writlen by very clever men
iwho knew so much and de-
I'sired to say only a purt and
isometimes  written very

d 1V, A,
concerning the years 1945 to
1961, tend to be generally
non - startling --- although
there ave many interesting -
tidbits. Because many of the
documents in tihis period
were lost or not kept (exeept
for the Geneva Conference
era) we had to rely more on
yAoutside resowrces.  From

i vela I
{ self-revealing or self-explan- | ;ﬁglcog‘;:zla%}fcil fﬁ;srecf{mg
gtoﬁg;ﬁ;”g? bfése;(;.};av_ctwex*e bountiful, especially
B o mbe CIICLS on the first Kennedy year in

ook at them and to quote grrive {he Diem coub, and
passages liberally. Moreo-.on ‘tije subjects of the de-
1‘)’21'0;;’;]1?11 welfellt' \;vle ‘fO‘_‘ki ployment of ground forces, .

natienged with taking 4h6' decisions surrounding
something out of context, the  bombing
we included the whole paper against North Vie
in the Docuracntary Record oo '
section of the Task Jorce
studies (Parts V and VI. A
and B). Again sceking to
fend off inevitable mistakes
in interpretation and con-
text, what seemed to us key
documents were reviewed
and included in several gver-
lapping in substance, but
separate, studies. .

The people who worked
on the Task Force were su-
yerb—umiformly bright and
Interested, although not al-
ways versed in the art of re-
scarch, We had a sense of
doing something important
and of the need to do it
right, Of course, we all had
our prejudices aud axes to
grind .and these shine

through clearly at times, but
we tried, we think, to sup-
press - or compensate for
them. )
These outstanding people
came from everywhere—the
military  services, State,
OSD, and the “think tanks”
Some came for a month, for -
three months,, for six
months, and most were un-
able, given the unhappiness
of their superiors, to finish
the studies they began. Al-
most all the studies had sev-
eral authors, each heir duti-
fully trying to pick up the’
threads of his predecessor.
In all, we had thirty-six pro- .
fessionals working on these
studics, with an average of
four months per man. :
The quality, style and in-
terest of the studies varies
considerably. The papers in .

rily, are not immediatel

tnam, US-
GVN relations, and attempts
at negotiating a-scttlement
of the conflict. - . '
Almost all 1_;110 studics con-

taln both a summary and
analysis and a chronology.
The chronologics highlight
each important event or ac-
tion in the monograph by
means of date, description,
and documentary source.
The summary and analysiy
sections, which I wrote, at- .
tempt to capture {he main '
ihemes and facts of the
monographs—and to make
some judgments and specu-
lations which may or may
not appear in the text {tsclf,
The monographs themsclves
stick, by and large, to the .
“documents and do not tend.
1o be analytical. : :
Writing history, especlally
where it blends into current
events, especially where
that current event Is Viel-
nam, is a treacherous exer-
cise, ‘We could not go into,

urnedto newspapers, perk

il

campaign - _
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the minds of the decision-
makers, we were not present
at the decisions, and we
often could not tell whether
something happened be-
cause someone decided it
decided against if, or most
likely because it unfolded
from the situation. History,
to me, has been expressed
by a passage from lerman
Meclville's Moby Dick where
he writés: “This is & world
of chance, free will, and ne-
cessity—all interweavingly .
working together as onej :
chance by turn rules either
and has the last featluring
blow at events.” Our studies
have tried to reflect this
thought; inevitably in the
organizing and wriling proc-
ess, they appear to assign
more and less to men and

e

free will than was the case. .
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